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&XECU'( IV- SUMMARY

I ITLE: NATO Burden Sharirng--An Analysis of the Factors Used

in MeAuring the Bturden

AUTHOR: Henry M. Rendon, Lieutenant Colonel, USAF

IThin paper analyzus the NATO burden sharing factors

which are co-mrmonly :tsed to measure the burden, defense

expenditurpt;, ds well as those factors that are not normally

visible but which mhould receive more weight in assessing

Allied co.ntributions to defense. Properly considered, these

factors may help to reflect a better picture of the relative

defense contribution of the NATO allies. These factors

,iertzun to oerceptions of the threat, sacrifices due to the

high foreign military presence on European soil, implications

.f ror;cription versus volunteer forces and the costs to

European allie0s of land, facilities and supoort manpower.

Current U.S. Congressional actions concerning the

proepo.d rardictiton of U.S. forces in Europe due to perceived

,irfAirncjss iro allied defense contributions threaten theU.S.

ability tc, riet its NATO comritments and jeopardize the

eoheexvanas of the Alliance. It is my belief that U.S.

rrrce reductions in Europe should be based on assessments of

U.S. military strategy and not on Co, iressionally mandated

force structure measures. a d

/1A*AL-~ t~+c s
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Ever since the North Atlantic Ireaty Urganirlatts,- v wx.4

formed 40 years ago, the Isue' of burdensharinng

Alliance partrers has been a oersistent concewrn and hh |nttori

continuously debated. The words of Genator C y nnallv,

Chairmian of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee 4Q vis'aw-

ago, can be heard in almost the exact cntext F ,:,rom Lhrr !it,.,tu

floor today:

What I have been fearing is that mtut of Lh,,
countries ivi Europe are just going F' iit clown and t':,t.'
their hands and say 'Well, the Urnite3 Sttrta it, rjDt.x i.
arm us. The United States is gointg to pirutv':t us. leeK'
United States isn't going to litt aonybody jnVii. av..' (ha,
the other hand, they have to be told and made to r ,. i:'
that they have to do all within their power theti.r'lv'. c--
arm themselves. The American ptoplt' are noat fav-,)r;bi' ,i
our just saying 'All right now, yoa juut gro heao, wt-
will take care of you.' (35:8)

These same concerns have not subsided dkiring the

intervening years to the present. Conver-'1y, they hzvfe

increasingly been reiterated in calls for d grvmter LV,.-.,pri.

share of the defense burden. These are very seriou,5 ;YaYrvri

among Americans today. The concerns are understandablP. ht-,

possible solutions are not as clear and require corisdr.wble

thought and analysis.

The Alliance has been mioist successfit fe-r the lazt 40

years in preserving the peace, miaintainarnj the necurity .arit

independence of the NATO allies and in strengthorornU the



Coheaivens.% of the Alliance. Upon the founding of the

Alliance jitat frsut' years after the end of World War II, the

United Statea wt willingly providing a disproportionately

irge whar i of NATLI defense expenddit~es. The primary

j. - ctive wa. to get war-torn Lurope back on its feet, and

the United States wi in a much better positlon to hulo the

Illianiv doiring Lhiis pariod. The United States riot only

ivrvideld 1,131 1 inancal and mi1itary ,asasti,,nce, but nfuclear

Umararstevu a's w0i. Cooporation in planning, funding and

ihiplo yLng combi n d defense svste s has prod uced clo-se

military tritegration that han enabled Europe to enjoy its

lingest period of peace in several centuries. But today, no

x,,h',v divide, the NATO Alliance more than the controversial

Ls,0-1ft" ul' burdiernhoarxng.

i:0-oriiced that thw European allies are riot contributirar

IIL1 fair *.;hrtv to, defensu, the U.S. Coingress has beer, using

,.,liqlitl" ,and L,.outjher lang'iail' in e forts tion ret European

allit c lef morro for the common defense. Congressional

,i'rposals to ccorrect this apoarent imbalance have even

inIlidod trro,.p withdrawals from Europe. According to Major

Eprieral Philip H. Mallory, United States Army:

Such talk cannot be innored bacause it reflects the
U.S. public's perception that the allies can and need to
do more. However, the btrden sharing issiAe must not
bucome any more devisive than it has alkready. Stringent
callt by members of the U.S. Congress for punitive
Iaea-sures against NATO Allies not only ignores the lessons
of the pault 75 yearn and the very real contributions of
the Allir.,, bit also supports the Soviet primary foreign
policy ooa: the breakup of NATO. (16:52)



My concern in that the premise on which the Amricar,

people and the U.S. Congress are basing N falr zhare"

considerationn may not be sufficiently broad. Overwhelming

reliance sevois to be placed on the compa 'ison of dofeise

expenditures among NATO allies. But an asserstoont of burden

sharing is much morw complicated than that. Other factrrw,

that also significantly impact on burders 5lharing and that

need considerably more weight pertain to (1) Oil'ferinq

per eptions of the threat, (2) sacrlfice*% dwe to the hig"

foreign military presence on EUropean coil, (3) implications

of conscriptlon verses volunte~er forces ond (4) the ur,- rA* to,

European allies of land, factlitins and iu[wport hanap.--wer. In

this paper, I will address defense xpwrdlturor, art well a i

these other factors mentioned above.

Burden sharing significantly Affecta warfighting Issues,

although this may not be obvious to tome at first thuillit.

As a warfighter, in my opinion, the dangkr it that loch ok

full consideration to all factors that iuipl d riatiurn to'

achieve a particular level of defenre contributionr nIwy

ultimately result in the U.S. Congress mandatirta ura.t'tal

reduction of U.S. forces ir, Europe to the detrimient b ,n of

the Alliance and to the U.S. ability to meet its cumrnatmerests

to the Alliance.

Congressionally mandated unilateral trooo riduct onn

would convey the wrong signal to the Soviets. Such actions

would encourage the Soviets to act with less restraint in

3



deali'ng with Western Europe. It matters little whvher the

U.S. unilateral troop cuts are in the neighborhood of 30,00

.,r 200M; it will be a strnng signal of American withdrawal

or isolatJortisin and would give Wstnve Europe a reason to

doubt American commiitment to th* Alliance.

Further, a Dr)ngressionally mandated troop withdraial

from WeitA1wiri Europe fails Lt.- follow Qood logic. knericanT

Are ccuncernwd about thu expanding Covieb thireat. Anetlcr.ns

deuire stronger conventional forces in Western Europe to

counter that threat and corouoriently to rai%e the nuclear

threshold. Yot, under Congratis'ional pressure, U.S.

conventional forces may be reduced in Western Europe, thus

further weakening the conventional force balance between NATO

,And the Warsaw Pact. Logic would dictate bliat, if znytlhir,,

U.S. conventional forces in Western Europe should be

,tr eng ttwned.

Gorbachev'i peace initiatives at the United Nations in

December 1988, where he announced an intended 500s00. t roop

utrwngth raduction and his announcement in January 1989 of a

planned ,litary budget cut of 1S.5%, were critically timed

to irapact upon NATO at a time when NATO allies are di*=ussing

and struggling with their own common security problems. Amid

thesert Soviet pressures, what else are U.S. NATO allies to

think aboit; any U.S. force withdrawal except that the U.S.

mutt not be as conchrned about the Soviet threat as all the

rhetoric would seem to imply--that just perhaps the real

4



intent of such talk has been to get European allies to

increase their share of the defense burden.

In a report entitled "Sharitig tha Roles, Ritks and

Responsibilities for the Common Defense, " submitted tr, he

U.S. Congress in December 1988 by then Secrwtary of Deferise

Carlucci, the Secretary made the following sttement:

U.S. defense policies and spending should nnt bw held
hostage to allied performance, and punitive legislatzi:r.
as a m eans to encourage our allies to increase their
defense spending is usually counterproductive and riot in,
our best interests. (2:1)

In addressing Congressionally mandated unilateral1 troop

withdrawals from Western Europe, formor SACLUR Gori,':'a

Bernard W. Rogers stated:

If the U.S. withdraws 100,000 trriops from Europ,
this won't make the West Europeans do mlore in turid, of
their contributions to NATO: rather, such an nctlsn iu
going to send the kind of nessage that will lead Ihu
Eurooean NATO members to start to accommodate to the
East. (29:55)

Burden sharing among 16 sovereign NATO countries In a

legitimate issue whose solution is not by any means an eAy

task. The NATO allies have not reached agreement on the

standards by which to measure the burden borne by eacti nation

in defending the Alliance. Consequently, th~rP in no cloar

definition of burden sharing nor is there agreement ong l,-w

best to measure "equity" of the "burden" amni-g th 1 riabiung.

Even the term "burden" can be misleading, since it may imply

5.



that spending for the national defense is an unwante* b.rden,

where in fact a nation is willig to provide fov its own

defarse. In essence, depending on which factors are selected

for analyss, the U.S. is either contributing more than twice

a much, about the mama or perhaps somewhat less than its

European allies. The fact that burden sharing is a

value-ralatd term and assessments have traditionally focused

on canital further comnplicater the issue.

rhurefore, lacking a definition of burden sharing, in m~y

opinion, the best that the Alliance can hope for is that each

nation should have the faith and confidence that each other

nation will contribute, and will be perceived as having

contributed a share of the defense burden commensurate both

with its ability to contribute and with the benefits that

that nation believes it receives from the Alliance. Only

with this faith and confidence can Alliance solidarity and

cohesion be maintained.

In ordur to better understand the basis of the burden

9haring controversy, it is important to review the major

evunts that have contributed to the controversy as well as

the major efforts that have been made by the U.S. Congress in

atternpting to resolve the issue. This brief historical

perspective is offered in the following chapter.

6



CHAPTER II

BURDEN SHARING: A HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

As was stated in the Introduction to this analysis, NATO

was created amid controversy and concern over the burden

sharing issue. Pressures to attempt to convince U.S. allies

to increase their defense burdens picked uo considerable

vigor in the latter half of the 1960s and the first half of

the 1970s, especially as Europe continued to recover frt'ui,

World War II and began to achieve new levels of aconomic

prosperity. The U.S. concerns over the cost of U.S. force,3

deployed in Europe were heightened by U.S. balance of paynent

problems. Senator Mike Mansfieldf Democratic Majority

Leader, convinced that the allies were not pulling their

share, attempted, although unsuccessfully, to reduce the six

of the U.S. troop strength in Western Europe as a "shock"

measure, or perhaps a "punitive" measure, to get the allies

to increase their share of the burden. This action was

followed in 1973 by legislation, known as the Jackson-Nunn

Amendment, which made the U.S. troop strength in Western

Europe dependent on allies footing part of the balance of

payments deficit incurred as a result of the cost of U.S.

troops deployed in Europe. This legislation contained

penalty clauses for non-compliance by the allies, the penalty

being in the form of automatic reduction of the U.S. troop

strength. The Europeans complied and no reductions were

7



necessary.

At the 1977 NATO London Summit, in response to effort%

by both sides of the Atlantic to improve efficiency based on

grvater *tandardization of equipment and tatitics and improved

interoperability of weapons systems, the NAT'O allies pledged

a three percent annual increase to defense spending to

achlevw those objectives. This three percent solution was

doomed to failure, however, in that it focused on spending

inputo as opposed to outputs, and productivity and efficiency

%uifored severely in the following years. No NATO nation has

since met the three percent annual increase every year.

(1:211)

In 1981, Senator Carl Levin of Michigan introduced an

amendnort to the Fiscal Year 1981 Defense Authorization Bill

requiring the Secretary of Defense to provide to the U.S.

Congress an annual report or, burden sharing progress by the

NATO allies. (36:4) This amendment set the stage for a

continuing annual asseasment and reporting to the U.S.

Congreus on the burden sharing performance by the NATO

allive. It can certainly be understood why the allies are

disturbed by this unilateral assessment by a partner nation

of the fulfillment of their obligations as a sovereign

ndtion. These types of actions serve to fuel the

controversy.

In 1982, Senator Ted Stevens of Alaska, Chairman of the

Defense Appropriations Subcommittee, argued strongly to cut

8



approximately 20,00 American troops it Western Europe as a

"punitive" measure against the European allia*f for their lesm

than full suppot.t of the U.S. position on Puland ane for tha

Europeans supplying industrial equipment to the Sovikks for

the construction of the Siberian gas pipeline. This Stevens

Amendment was approved and became the first instance since

World War II in which Congress specified troop levels in

Europe.

Within the last 5 years, U.S. Congressional calls for

troop reductions has gathered considerable momentum. In

1984, Senators Sam Nunn and William Roth, perhaps the two

strongest supporters in the U.S. Congress for the Alliance,

also proposed an amendment to reduce the U.S. troop strenqth

in Western Europe. This amendment, commonly referred to as

the Nunn-Roth Amendment, was proposed to the Fiscal Year 1985

Department of Defense Authorization Act, and called for the

U.S. to cut its troop strength in Europa by 30SM teoops per

year for three years, beginning in 1987, unless the Europeans

allies met their previously agreed upon target commitment of'

increasing their defense spending by a least three percent

annually.

The Nunn-Roth Amendment was not intended to weaken NATO.

Conversely, it represented "not simply a political protest

against inequitably shared defense burdens, but instead a

proposal in response to deficiencies in thm defense

capabilities of NATO-European allies." (30a10) Senator Nunn

9



expresswd his opinion that "gentle prodding of the allies had

failed; more drautic tactics were noY4 both necessary and

Thu Nunn-Roth Amendment was subsequently tabled but a

aubstitute amendment offered by Senator William Cohen of

Maine, although it deleted the troop withdrawal request,

nevurthelwss put a limit on U.S. troop strength in Europe.

Then* su ious actions reflected U.S. Congressional concern

with trying to secure a more equitable defense burden oharing

within the Alliance. (1179) In an April 1987 speech in

Brussels, Senator Nunn warned, "I am in a sense still

watching and waiting to see if my amendment should remain on

the shelf." He went on to state that his continued support

of troop rRduction legislation would be contingent on allied

tleforine efforts, "That was the measuring stick when I

Introduced my amendment in 1984, and it remains the measuring

uttck today," he stated. (21.1395)

Congressional interest in force reductions is still very

much alive. In House deliberations of the 1988 Defense

tluthoriz.Aton Dill, four troop reduction bills were drafted.

Only twe:' of the four reached the floor. One bill, sponsored

by Representative Judd Gregg of New Hampshire, would have

mandated a 50% reduction by 1996 in U.S. troops in Europe.

Another, sponsored by Representative John Bryant of Texas,

called the Allied Fair Share Defense Act, would have dropped

U.S. troop levels by 30 ,0 per year for 3 years. (22:1396)

10



And finally, the Fiscal Year 1989 Defense Apopropriations

Bill contained critical language on NATO burden shaving that

called for, among other measures, "that Germany provide all

the funding for its Host-Nation Support program, a

requirement that the U.S. set a cap on overseas costs, and a

cap on dependents allowed overseas." (19:86) In assessing

the implications of this legislationq Senator John McCain of

Arizona, commented:

The kind of burden sharing proposad in the Fiscal
Year 1989 Defense Appropriations Bill threatens to divide
us from our West German allies, create a new requirement
for much higher levels of U.S. expenditures, and
undermines all the effevts we are making to strengthen
our land forces fo NATO. (20:86)

In each of these Congressional actions mentioned above,

the underlying premise was that the allies reeded to do more

to contribute to the common NATO defense. While

Congressional responsibility to oversee U.S. commitments to

the NATO Alliance stems from the founding of the Alliance, it

is my belief that Congressiona) involvement to the extent of

mandating troop reductions from NATO, irrespective of U.S.

force structure levels decisions which have been based on the

strategic assessment of the threat, can pose serious threats

to the Alliance and to the U.S. ability to meet its

commitments to the Alliance. In a report entitled "Sharing

the Roles, Risks and Responsibilities for the Common

Defense," submitted to the U.S. Congress in Decemblo 1988 by

then Secretary of Defense Carl4ci, the Secretary stated:

11



In its efforts to Increase pressure or, our allies to
move more qqickly t which can be holpful, the Congress
should avaold precipitous actions which are inconsistent
with the efforts of the Executive Branch and which might
untlermine prograus 'ihat has already been made. (3:1)

The following chapter addresses those measures Which

have traditionally be utzd to measure burden sharing by U.S.

NATO allies.



CHAPTER III

THE TRADITIONAL MEASURE--DEFENSE EXPENDITURES

On the surface, it would seem that the easiest and

perhaps most logical way to measure national contributions to

the Alliance would be to measure defense exoenditures.

Americans have traditionally focused on this financial

indicator when attempting to measure burden sharing. this

indicator measures the share of a nation's economic resources

that it is devoting to defense.

As the data from Table I, Defense Exomnditures as a

Percent of Gross Domestic Product, reveal%, although (reece

ranked first with 6.6 oercent in 1988, U.S. defense spending

was second with 6.1 percent, considerably higher than the

United Kingdom's 4.5 percent, Turkey's 4., percent and

France's 3.8 percent. All other allies achieved a percentage

of 3.3 or lower. A rough assessment of the data of Table I

would seem to confirm that the United States is contributing

considerably more than its fair share of the defense burdevi.

While European NATO allies do not argue against thwoe

figures, they do often point out that, as a whole, defense

spending by European allies has been more consistent over, a

longer period of time than has that of the United State.

Indsad, although the United States has registered greater

annual defense Incroasens in the last 8 years, U.S. dofone.

budgets generally were quite low in the 1970%, following the

13



Vietnam Wxr, while Europe's %teadily increased. Secretary of

Defense Weinberger, described the 1970s as "a decade of

nmgleoct." In 1971, the U.S. provided 71% of NATO** total

defense expensel Europeans, 29%. Yet by 198, the U.S.

vvntr;bution was 66%; the Europeans, 34%. (387) According

to a SHAPE study, between 1971-1985t U.S. defense spending

increased 20.2 percent, while spending in the rest of NATO

LricreAsed by 31.8 percent. (12:39)

European allies also maintain that although they may

%pind less of their resources for defense, all that is spent

Uous directly for defense in Europe. European allies also

argue that they provide most of the military establishment in

Central Europe, where more than a few have maintained that

any Eaut-West conflict may begin. European allies also point

r.ut that they provide:

"90 percent of the manpower, 78 percent of the tanks,
80 percent of the artillery, 88 percent of the combat
aircraft, more than half of the major warships, 70
percent of the uubmarines and most of the mine
counternieasur vessels." (5:11)

Additionally, although Table I reveals that West

Germany's contribution is less than half that of the United

States, 3.0 to 6.1 respectively for 1988, as the footnote of

Table 1 indicates, these figures do not include West

Gerinany'li mupoort for ths Allied Garrisons in West Berlin.

If both her econor ic assistance to Berlin and her support to

the garrisons are considered, then West Germany's defense

expenditures will be approximately 25% higher than those

14



shown on Table 1. (39:8) Also, altnough West Germany's

percentage per Table I is only 3.0 for 198a$ its lack of

nuclear forcws or global commitments allows it to focus its

defense spending on a vital alliance reed: forward deployed

conventional forces along NATO's longest border with the

Warsaw Pact. (8:187) West Germany also provides considerable

economic and military assistance to lss economically

developed NATO allies, such as Pcrti(tal, Grevce and lul-key;

3.3 billion marks In miliLary aid alo.ne from 1964-1913Z.

As can be seen from, Table 2, Defense Lxunditures Per

Capita, a widely accepted bieasure which conxidwes both

standard of living and economic developmentj the data ruveals

conclusions similar to those of Table 1, that the U.S.

contribution is considerably higher than that of its allies.

In 1986, the U.S. spent $i155 per person on defense. The

next closest nation was Norway with $519 per person. Aside

from the U.S., the other three major NATO nationst Franca,

$511; United Kingdom, $480; and Germany, $453, were each

spending less than half par person as Ihe U.S. but, as with

the data of Table I, this data should not be considered in

isolation in determining relative contributions by allies.

On both of those measures, the European allies do not

Come out of the assessment Particularly well. Althouqh these

comparisons offer a convenient ranking of nations, it in

important to recognize that these are just two measures.

15



Unfortunately, measuromwnt of allies' contributions to

defense Is at times reduced to the analysis of just one or

twC1 ealily m.Agurod and understood factors, usually national

dvfwnse expenditures, am calculated in Tables 1 and 2. But

to consider chiefly only these two measurements is

demonstratively Incomplete and could be misleading. No one

. two factors can be used in isola.ion to draw conclusions

of equity in bui'den sharing.

The U.S. Deputy Secretary of State, William H. Taft, IV,

in his article, "Coping with the Challenges of Collective

Security,1" makeo this point most succinctly:

Critics of our Alliance system contend that the U.S.
bears far more than its fair share of the cost of the
Alliance. Thie key evidence they cite in support of their
claim in foost cases is statisticall namely, the fact
tliat, measured in terms of the percent of gross domestic
product, the U.S. spends almost twice as much on defense
As itt; average NATO tlly ..... For the critics, this fact
cllnches the argument, and all that remains is to decide
whether we will insist on out allies spending more on
defense or we'll fimply do less ourselves. (32t7S)

In the following chapter, important non-quantifiable

factors will be addressed.

16



TABLE 1
DEFENSE EX 'DITURES

(AS PERCENT OF GDP), 1987 1988

Percent of SDP
Country 1987 (a) 1988 (b)

United States 6.7 6.)

Greece 6.1 6.6

United Kingdom 5.0 4,5

Turkey 4.8 4.Z

France 3.9 4.8

Portugal 3.2 3.1

Norway 3.1 3.3

Germany (c) 3.1 3.0

Netherlands 3.0 3.0

Belgium -3' 2.9

Italy 2.2 ".4

Canada 2.2 2.1

Denmark ~.0 2.2

Spain 2.0 2.a

Luxembourg 0.9 1.3

Iceland (d) 8.0 0.(

Sources CBO computations based on:
(a) NATO Press Service, Financial and Economic Data

Related to NATO Defense (Dvc 1987)
(b) NATO Releases Statistic*, Flight Intnl.v 14 Jan 89.
(c) These percentages calculated without taking into

account expenditures on Berlin.
(d) Iceland maintains no military force.

17



TABLE 2
DEFENSE EXPENDITURES PER CAPITA

(IN US 6) 1986

Defense Expendtures
V-uwtry Per Capita

Unitad Satwe $ 1155

Norway 519

France 511

Urited Kingdom 48

G~wmany 453

Netherlands 365

Belgium 346

Denmark 322

Canada 308

Italy 235

Greece 232

1.uxernbourg 145

Spain 113

Portugal 90

I urkey 53

Iceland (a) 0

Sources: NATO Press Service, "Financial and Economic Data
Related to NATO Defrse" (Dec 1987), and International
Institute for Strategic Studies, The Military Balance
1987-1988 (London:fISS, 1987) Defense Expenditures:
International Monetary Fund, International Financial
Statistics Yearbook (1987) for exchange rates and
population.

(a) Iceland maintains no military force.
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CHAPTER IV

NON-QUANTIFIABLE BURDENSHARIN(G FACTURS

How a nation perceives a threat necessarily dictates how

that nation will attempt to defend against that threat. 1Ih

current U.S. attitude toward the necessary level of defer.s

spending is dictated by the perception of the Soviet thri~t.

However, there is considerable variance among NATO allies as

to the degree of defense that is necessary to overcome the

threat posed by the Warsaw Pact. In referrinq to U.S

European allies, the 1988 DOD Report or, Allied Contribution

to the Common Defence, stated:

While they continue to share our perception of t:he
challenge by the Soviet Union and its military buildup to
the security of the Atlantic Alliance, increasingly larer-
portions of European populations see a diminishing threat
as a result of recent arms control agreements and what
are perceived to be fundamental Internal changes in. the
Soviet Union. Moreover, there are lnderstandable
differences among the allies as to the most appropritv
way to meet the Soviet threat based in part on the
proximity of the various nations to that threat. (27:34)

Members of the Atlantic Alliance do not always agicee on

hew allied forces balance against the Warsaw Pact. This

?ttitude is revealed by the seemingly different levels of

effort exerted by the non-U.S. NATO allies in upgrading

conventional forces. According to Chvistopher Layne, a noted

NATO analyst who has written on foreign policy issues fi.w

various publications:
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1he reluctant:* to take on a greater share of Alliance
costs obscures the more sobering reason Western Europe
balk% at aning more for conventional defense: Its
govr'nments and foreign policy elites arefer- a deterrent
r.tratvgy with a low nuclear threshold to a credible
conver, t.nal defense no',ture. The fear, as West German
Chincc-llur Helmut Kohl said after the October 1986
Ruagan-Gorbachev summit in Reykjavik, Iceland, that
removing the American nuclear umbrella would make
conventional war more likely in Eurooe. (14:27)

Conventional forces are expensive and Eurooean allies

are reluctant to support a major defense buildup, primarily

becaute tklly do not share the U.S. priorities to adopt a "war

ftahting" doctrine. (9:35) Although NATO's conventional

force strategy is based on the possible first use of nuclear

weap,-,ns, it t1 understandable that the allies may differ on

the role .-f ntclear weapons. Whereas the U.S. tends to

believe that NATO's security can be best protected by

repulsing an attack, U.S. NATO allies seerm to prefer to rely

more on deterrence rather than warfighting capabilities.

IH'loever, weakness in uefensp. posture undercuts the

credibility ot deterrence. From the European point of view,

t. lorj as deterrnce im c.ffective, it becomes less imoortant

to ma;tchi the Warsaw Pact weapon for weapon. (31:6) Th,'rein

lies a major obstacle to agreement on the equity of current

burden sharing--it x a matter of a differing perception of

the threat.

There is little doubt that Gorbachev's aim is to

convince the world, especially the free world, that the

Soviet threat is diminishing. He would like to have the
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Soviet Union be seen as much friendlier, and favoring world

peace, more so now than in recent years. Soviet glasnost and

perestroika policies have not only been aimed at olleviating

severe economic problemu at home but also to convey to the

world that the Soviet Union has entered into a new era which

promises greater hope of Iong lasting aeace arourod the w .rlo.

But many still remeraber the words of the nrominent Sovivt

political analyst, Georgli Arbatov, who stmiried uo the nvw

Soviet strategy recentlyi "We are going to do somthirnq

terrible to you--we are going to deprive yuu of an or*iirv."

(7:140) Gorbachev's peace initiatives announcud at thw

United Nations in December 1988, that of unilaterAlly

withdrawing 50,000 troopu, 10,000 tanks, 8,501 artillery

pieces and 800 combat aircraft from the European military

theater, these actions a part of an overall intended

reduction of 500,000 troops from the total Soviet military

force, miqht lull U.S. allies into a trend to spend lesh on

defense.

European allies are already feeling domestic prwsuures

to ease off on defense spending in response to Gorbachv's

peace offensive. In January 1989, Gorbachev announcod

Soviet plans to cut its military budget by 14.2% and It,:;

output of weaoons and military hardware by 12I.5% (10:A18)

These actions are critically timed by the Soviet Union to

impact upon NATO at a time when the allies aro discunnirig and

struggling with their own security policies.
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An opirion poll taken in Went Germnany in December 1988,

following Gorbachev's address to the United Nations, clearly

nhowed that West Germans felt that "the threat has departed."

(34:19) The Netherlands Minister of Defense, Fred

Polkenstein, addresuing the significant impact that

unilateral force structure reductions can have in eroding

public qupport for defense stated:

Every time that Mr. Reagan and Mr. Gorbachev shake
hands in public, as if they were the best of pals, makes
it more difficult tor the public to accept that the
international situation still requires growing defense
budgets. (15:44)

What each nation contributes to the common defense is

dependent to a great extent or, how that nation perceives the

threat to its iecurity and how it evaluates the obligations

that it believus it owes to the Alliance. Decisions are made

bared or, how it balances thene obligations with its national

couxbillt1es and priorities. Yet progress toward resolution

osf t)uraensharing concerns are dependent or, nations having a

cotrmon perception of the degree of the threat and on how to

best defend against that threat.

Likewise, if allies disagree on strategy or force

structure to cope with the perceived threat, each nation will

only do as much as it feels necessary. It cannot do more,

for to attempt to do so runs contra to perceptions and,

consequently, to the will of the people.

Today, the United States relies heavily on conventional

forces in Western Europe in order to move further away from



the nuclear threshold. The Europeans are not as convirced

that the nature of the Soviet threat to their se'turity ca1ll

for as strong a conventional force as the U.S. envistontu.

But is inoortant to recognize that reluctance on the part of

the allies to further strengthen conventional forces doev, re,,t

necessarily mean that the allies are not willing to

contribute a fair share of the burden. Perception of the*

threat and the strategy that is developed to counter that

threat will necessarily be as that individual nation anisesses

the situation.

The United States, for example, because it is a glubil

power, cannot avoid the implications of the continuing Soviet

military buildup. Consequently, and necessarily, the United

States must contend with this immense threat that can develun

almost anywhere around the world. The Weut Luroueanc, m.,r, the

other hand, more closely define their threat and strategic

interests more on a regional basis, rather than world-wic i,.

West Europeans do not discount the thought that the U.S.

confrontational attitude in countering the U.S.-perceived

Soviet threat could, in fact, possibly provide: dangerti.

counter-actions by the Soviet Union rather than hinder such

actions. Because Western Europe is the likely battlefivId of

a future larae-scale war if ore ever doe,3 occtr and irvolves

NATO forces, there is a great natural tendoncy For West

Europeans to seek maore conciliatory or accomodativ poclicie

toward the Soviet Union than the United States i% prone to



do. Once again, this is clearly a matter of different

perceptions of the threat.

1n August 1988, Congresswoman Patricia Schroeder of

Colorado, Chairwoman of a panel to study defense

burdensha.ing, stated in her report:

U.S. and allied officials must engage in a serious
thret debate at the earliest possible time in order to
agree on the level of the threat ard on how to divide up
responsibilities to met that threat. If, after
discussions, we ultimately agree that the U.S. perceution
of the threat appears to be 'closer to reality,' the
allies %hould increase their defense spending levels
Accordingly. If, on the other hand, we agree that allied
perceptions appear to be 'closer to reality,' this would
suggest that the United States, if it can still
adequately Meet the threat, should reduce its
spending--including its troops overseas. (28t4)

It see increasingly clear that U.S. NATO allies just do

not perceive the Soviet Union to be as aggressive as the U.S.

parcelves that country to be. This complicates burden

uharxron efforts, for it is riot possible to know who has a

mciov accurate perception of the threat that directly affects

the degree of defense effc rts that European NATO allies are

willing to vxpend.

The high numbers of U.S. troops in Europe, and the

problems that this presence poses for U.S. allies, is

addressed in the following section.

Thpre is a growing irritation among European allies,

part:cularly the West Germans, over the extremely high
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presence of foreign troops on European $oil. These social

and political costs cannot be measured by a percentage of

gross domestic product.

West Germany, for example, hosts more allied foreign

troops than any other NATO country--approximately 90b, Oee

active duty military personnel of which approximately 45,000

are American, and approximately 155,000 from reat Britain,

France, Belgium the Net~ierlands and Canada. the West Germans

are tiring fast of the heavy presence of (freign troop-.

Besieged by tanks, helicopter%, low flying axrvraft And a

heavy influx of foreigners in their society Is taking a h&evv

toll on them. It has been estimated that Wost Germany today

has nine soldiers per square mile, compared to 0.4 soldievi.

per sq"v2 mile in the United States.

In assessing the political costs of hosting such higH

numbers of foreign troops, again West Germany offers a good

example. In addressing this subject in his report to the

U.S. Congress, Secretary of State Carlucci stated:

There are 400,000 foreign troops from six nation%
stationed there in addition to the almost one-half
million German troops on active duty there. These
foreign troops have 325,000 dependents with them.....West
Germany hosts some 5,000 military exercises with uo to
2,000 people on its private and public lands, in Addition
to 85 larger field exercises, each year. German Jiotr.pacp
is filled with allied aircraft as well, with 500,000
sorties each year, of which 110,000 are flown at low
altitutes. (4:4)

General John W. Vassey, Jr., former Chairman of the

Joint Chiefs of Staff, made the following analogy concerning

25



West Germany's predicament in this regard:

Xf you multiply the population of Oregon by 28t give
each person a car, arm 1 million of them, bring in
another half-million armed foreigners, put Zie, M armored
vehicles and 100,00 wheeled vehicles on the roads and
put a couple thousand jets in the air, then at least the
Orugonians would know what the Germans put up with.
(2311397)

Wvst Germany is a heavily populated couvtry of

approximately 63 million people in an area about the size of

Oregon. Tho extremely high number of foreign troops in

Germany is indeed a most emotional issue foe the German

pecple.

In assessing the value of the real estate provided by

West Germany for allied troops in Europe, the West Germans

are quick to point out that one major contribution, which

often is not mentioned in burden sharing formulas, is that

they provide 444 square miles (ll5,00 hectares) of land,

wxtn a market value in excess of $30 billion for which they

receive no compensation. (17:52) Other allies have made a

convincing argument of similar claims that further complicate

the burden sharing question. These bases in question are

located on real estate that could well be used to support the

industrial sector, which in turn supports the national

economy.

This growing irritation among West Germans over the

situation described above greatly diminishes the will of the

people to continue to sacrifice funding for social and other

domestic programs for the unrelenting call for increased
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support to military programs. These irritations are al1z.

fueled further by the fact that although U.S. a'd K-r-U.156.

troops train side by side, the U.S. soldier is much rowre

highly paid compared to his European counterpart, The

disparities caused by European conscriptiorn and the U.S.

volunteer force are addressed in the following section.

Conscription is another factor that sinews the picture of

relative defense contributions. While the expenditure

figures noted in Chapter Ill give a good Indication of

resources allocated to defense by NATO countries, one witnt

keep in mind that the manpower costs of Europeant forces is

reduced significantly and leads to sialler defense budgets by

the fact of heavy proportion of conscripts in all NATO

European forces, except Great Britain and Luxembourg.

According to Belgian Defense Minister Francois-Xavior de

Donnea, speaking of Belgian conscripts, "Forty thojuaand serve

in our military each year for practically nothing. The'y get

paid 125 Belgian francs, the fqoilvalent or $4 a day."

(24:A19) If the West Germav conscript wore paId the same ais

the U.S. counterpart, West Germany would havu to spend

another a billion marks per year, without obtaining any

additional defense for this added expense. (26:251)

Clearly, thene nations pay a high political cost to maintain

ai rltary draft.

27



A comon argument among non-U.S. NATO allies is that

coiscrlption Is more advantageous because, for the safoe

*,wnwy, larger forces can bw fielded and they provide a larger

.ol of relztively inexpensive. reserves. West Gelrmany, for

xample, mointainui a military conscription to staff the

lArgest armsy on the Central Front of NATO. It also maintains

about 90,00el reserve soldiers and nearly one million

resarvist5 avoilable in time of war. (18:52)

Ths) high unot of in all volunteer force such as the

Unlted State. IrA will alternatively drive up defense costs.

T:, .purate th" aquipment fielded by U.S. forces requires high

-,kill, which in turn calls for extremely high training costs.

Acc.ording to Army Chief of Staff Gwne.al Carl Vuono:

The dernands of fighting with the ;nodern equipment and
ul1ng methods in our doctrine requires superb soldiers.
Consequently for several years now our policy has been to
devote a t.-stained and focused effort to recruitment and
rttention of top quality men and women.....The extensive
invostme.nt in a modernized force demands furst rate
soldlrs for the execution of those highly technical
y,,t vrs. (33:87-88)

AddiLionally, according to a 1988 Congressional Budget

Office study on burden sharing, conscription in fact reduces

v-,%tc; but it also reduces the experience and training level

oF an army, hwnce to a certain degree, its warfighting

effectivenes and efficiency. (13:41)

Deuptt r,,uch high American defense spending, European

rembers of NATO field armed forces of 3.3 million compared to

Amoricir forces of 2.2 million. (42:67) Another way of
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looking at this is, considering overall military rpendirsg,

the U.S. spends $158,1060 per active duty member, compared to

Great Britain's $78,080 Par member and West Germany's and

France' s costs of $40, 00 per member.

Further complicating the conscription problem fnr West

Germany is a continuing decline in the birth rate. Thiw

trend has already forced West Germany to raise its maxit twm

term of service to 18 months. It is estimated that tho

marnpower pool available for armed forces service will be

halved between 1983 and 1993.

According to Dr. Manfred Worner, Minister of Defense of

West Germany, "Beginning in mid 1989, we will have to extend

basic military service from the current 15 months to 18, thun

having to oblige our country's young citizens to make

additional sacrifices for our freedom." (41031) Table 3

contains data on percentage of conscripto xnr ialled forces as

well as the age at which young citizes berome eligible for

the draft.

And finally, conscription has a high social and ecneniiir

cost. The social cost to European allies is in the sene

that conscription necessitatea a demand in young conscripts'

personal freedoms. The economic impact is in the sense that

conscription remove% vital productive capacity from the

economy. The impact of conscription, with its associated

sacrifices as have been described above, is hidden to

Alliance analysts and are consequently often not considered
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in burdun nharing asseusnments. Likewise% other costs which

jI1o do not receIve as much consideration aw would seem

rcstsary f(r a better comparison of "fair shaore"

' tibution has to do with the lend, facilities And support

arspowvev that host nations provide to foreign NATO troops.

Tite* factors ar* addressed in the followirg section.

30



TABLE 3
CONSCRIPT DATA OF NATO FORCES

Conscripts as Age Eligible
Country % Total Forces for Draft

Belgium 32.5 17

Canada 0.0 N/A

Dermark 28.6 18

France 46.5 18

Germany 5.8 i

Greece 65.3 L9

Italy 68.6 le

Luxembourg 0.0 N/IA

Netherlands 46.5 C

Norway 62.3 19

Portugal 58.4 20

Spain 64.3 P0

Turkey 90.0 E0

United Kingdom 0.0 N/l

United States 0.0 N/P

Iceland (a) 0.0 N/

Source: The Military Balance 1987-1988, Londone
International Institute for Strategic Studies, 1987.
(a) Iceland maintains no military force.
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Another %ignificant contribution provided by some

European allies to foreign allied forces falls under the

heading of host nation nupport. Allied foreign forces need

land, facilities, supoort manpower and other supoort services

ir peacst trAnsition to war and wartime. The U.S. forces

simply arn unable to deploy to a European conflict in

strungth and numbers vital to deterrence if they also need t.

rarry along necessary logintical support. A utrong national

inv-rastruct;ure by European allies is necessary to support the

high volume rof forces and to reduce the logistics burden.

U.S; allien can ard do provide this immense supoort. This

uspport includev the mobilization of reservists to suoport

U.S. forceo in E,,rope in wartime. Some nations have much

rjeiAter ,Aipp,:,rt arrangement - with the out-of-country allies.

h,,t all are at great social and economic costs. A few

f-xafeiplav-i help to: mal .u the point of the importance of host

ration roupport to bttrden sharingt

Belgiuri has nome 500 personnel committed to host
nation support, and in wartime some 6,000 personnel will
be directly involved. In addition, Belgium orovides 29
Facilities for Allied use in peacetime and maintains
other facilxtxes (including rail lines) for use during a
crisis. Denmark. under a Danish/US agreement, provides
for the establishment of US defense installations on the
island of Greenland. Germany will make available some
90,000 men and expenc some DM 80 million per year as
c-perating costs under the German/US wartime host nation
agreement and has invested over DM 780 million to date.
It also contributes, at no charge, real estate (150,000
heotares) for forces stationed in peacetime at over 3,000
sites (sotae 92,000 dwellings). Iceland makes 10,000
hectares of land available to NATO at 7 different
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locatlons on the island. Italy hoats come 17,000 trt.:on.
in 43 bases throughout the country. 1he Netherlands
commit approximately 1,300 personnel in peacetime and
about 20,000 in time of crisis to support the Allied
reinforcement process. Norway has concluded a number of
agreements which provide for substantial prestocking of
armiunition, fuel, heavy equipment, and spare parts for
Allied naval, air and land forces. Spain, even before
accession to the Alliance, contributed indirectly to
Alliance collective defence beginning in 1953 thrroupti
bilateral agreements with the United States on suop rt
bases and installations on Spanish territory. Turkey in
host to some 51000 US Army and Air Force peroonnel. In
the United Kingdom 66 bases and facilities are made
available to United States forces and there are also two
NATO-f'lnded armament depots manned jointly by United
Kingdom civilian and United States Navy personnel. Under
a 1973 United Kingdom/United States cost sharing
agreement land which is 5urplus to United Kingdom defuntu
requirements is made available to United Statemi foreen
for their operational use at no cost. (6:28)

The most extensive host nation support agreenentu for

the U.S. are those pertaining to West Germany, since the

majority of U.S. NATO forces are stationed in that country.

The German agreement to mobilize 90,000 reservists, for

example, comprise- approximately one-tenth to cne-fourt --f

what it would cost the U.S. to maintain this number , " e

in its own active or reserve forces. These rvswrvis. w',1irl

be called up to do such things as protect U.S. baseo,

transport supplies and equipment, repair damage in key arvat

such as airfields, perform decontamination functions and

assist with evacuation of combat casualties. Addition'.ally,

Germany pays approximately $ 1 billion annually in direct or

indirect support payments of official stationing costs of

U.S. forward deployed forces. The U.S. has negotiated ai

variety of host nation support arrangerents with all NATO
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This ovorvlew has certainly not covered all the areas

involved tinder host nation supoort. However, miy intent is to

addreos the tremendous contribution-- that European allies

make to tha NATO defense. This support is vital to the U.S.

3riterwatF. The U.S. in in NATO for straeg. c, not

phlantropic, reasons. Thitse contributionSt, like the others

that I have addrimsed, oftn do not receive due consideration

in measuring the defense burdens of European NATO allies.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION

The ourpose of this paper has been to analyze the NATO

burden sharing factors that are not normally vivible ht

which may reflect a better picture oi' the relative

contributions of the NATO allies. The intent was not to

assess the "fairness" of the burden sharing contributitrns or

the NATO allies--that task was well beycond the scope , ,f %JLiu

paper. Rather the intent of this paoer, written rom the

perspective of the U.S. military, was to pr,:-vid a borefivial

background of the complex inter-relationshlo of the burder,

sharing factors to Air Force officers who may find thumvulves

working politico-military issues as NATO alliance managers.

Burden sharing within NATO is a problem an old as the

Alliance itself and this issue will remain central to the

future cohesion of the Alliance. Although it is most clouetly

and most often identified with relative military defenstE

expenditures, it is a complex mix of economic, finaric al,

social, military and political pressures that cannot be

conveniently viewed simply as a United Status versus L'.ropean,

issue. Realistic and fair comparisons, however, 'equire a

much larger frame of reference than one that tends to look

only at defense budgets.

It is my opinion that all too often, the fairness of

burden sharing among NATO allies is based on the easily
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quantifiable and well understood measures pertaining to

national military expenditures. When national military

expunditures are analyzed in isolation of other factoru, as X

contend too often happens, the U.S. is seen as providing over

twice as much as the average of the non-U.S. NATO countries.

The question of "fair share" becomes clouded because of

the tendency, due to strong political pressures, to find,

isolate and measure factors that will provide proof of

alliance equity and cohesion. This is a near impossible

task. Rather, the emphasis should be on each nation using

its available resources in the best possible way that it can

in keeping with ibs national interests. One objective is not

comoatible with the other. Unless one is careful, the more

visible proof that is demanded and obtained, the less net

collective security that may ultimately result.

I believe that other factors need to be considered more

closely before passing judgment on burden sharing. First,

due consideration must be given to how a nation perceives the

threat to its security. Because each nation will only

contribute to defense based on how that nation perceives the

threat, the U.S. should not expect a sovereign nation to do

otherwise. To do so is an infringement on its sovereignty.

Secondly, due consideration should be given to the fact that

defense cost figures of any nation will be considerably lower

if that nation uses the draft system, as opposed to a

volunteer force, to meet its national military force needs.
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NATO allies have not yet defined a means to assess natr.al

manpower costs considering the disparities caused by

conscription verses voluntear force systems. Thirdly,

European allies suffer a high social cost as a result of the

high density of foreign forces and associated military

activity on sovereign soil. This high cost is oftern riot

fully appreciated by those who critici2e the defense effort

by European allies. And finally, the high contributL'rn hY

European allies concerning land$ facilitlm and support

manpower also needs greater consideration. As critival a

host nation support is to NATO forces, this contributor, rIuit

be more heavily weighted in assessing national defense

efforts.

The U.S. Congress has invested considerable time and

effort in assessing the burden sharing issue. The net icesult

has been that the Congress has determined that Eurooaan

allies are not contributing as much as they should to the

common NATO defense. As a consequence, the U.S. Congreas has

been increasingly calling for U.S. force reductions fromi

Western Europe as a measure to cajole Emropean allies to

increase their defense burdens.

I believe that to unilaterally reduce U.S. forces from

Western Europe, if done as a result of Congressionally

mandated law, would be a grave mistake. Such actions would

clearly give the wrong signals both to U.S. NATO allies as

well as to NATO adversaries.
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No doubt the intentions of the U.S. Congress are well

meaning. However, the intentions of Congress and the

consequences of Congressionally mandated troop reduction

legislation may well provide quite unexpected and unwanted

results. Once a momentum is begun, it is most difficult to

redirect. The ultimate result could be that a

Corgrevgionally mandatud cut in U.S. troop levels will be

seen in the eyes of the world as a changed American

commitment to NATO. European allies are currently addressing

nerlous decisions on continued improvement of their

conventional forces. A withdrawal of U.S. forces would give

them less incentive to increase their shares of the defense

burdu. since the U.S. will have, in effect, reduced its share

to NATO. Former United Kingdom Secretary of Defense John

Nott, stated:

Any reduction which was perceived to cast doubt on
the strength of the American commitment to Europe would
serve only to weaken deterrence. It would be greatly
welcomed by the Soviet Union, and the outcome could
scarcely be in American interests. (40r2)

United States troop reductions from Europe may be

nrce-,sary but this decision %hould be a function of national

security; structuring U.S. forces to meet the perceived

world-wide threat to our interests. Troop reductions should

most certainly not be effected as a punitive measure against

European allies for their unwillingness to make greater

contributions to the common defense of the Alliance.

In a concluding thought, I emphasize that in comparing

38



net contributions to defense, the focus should logically

remain on what each atr, does in terms of joint power to

deter aggression anJ dafend the Alliance. The ultimate test

of this joint strength is the willingness of each nation to

honestly assess its capacity to contribute and to make the

honest effort to contribute what it believes it should for

the benefits its accrues from Alliance membership.

The burden sharing issue needs immediate attention and

resolution. To attempt to fix a perceived problem by

threatening to pull out U.S. troops from Western Euroov

unless the U.S. secures its goal of increased defense

contributions by its European NATO allies will siqnal a foria

of American withdrawal from the Alliance and could give

Western Europe a reason to doubt American commitment to the

All iance.

To the Air Force officer who may find himself working

Alliance issues, I recommend that he or she becoro irntimantely

farailiar with the burden sharing question, as it is

imperative that the U.S. military have a stronger voice in

searching for an acceptable solution to this issue. One

cannot keep the U.S. Congress from legislating policy toward

NATO, but one can become well-prepared to speak out against
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those Congressional actions that may frustrate the ability of

U.S. forces to meet its commitments to NATO.

I recommend the following to Alliance managers and analysts:

1. Make a greater effort to increase the awareness

of the complexity of the burden sharing issue.

2. Define burden sharing, in terms of the full

rang* of the policy instrumentallties, so that each member

nation may know the standard toward which it should strive,

but rot a atandard that it is pressured to meet.

3. Shift emphasis from "fair" distribution of costs

toward the "total" contribution that will produce optimum

Alliance strength and cohesion.

5. Emphasize the cooperative approach to burden

sharing, rather than seeking adherence to a statistical

formu)ae of costs, and maintain faith and confidence that

Alliance memberr; will contribute to defense at the level that

each sovereign nation determines is appropriate to secure its

interests.
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